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ABSTRACT 

Theoretical and practical implications of the 
proposition that teachers'! differential behavior' toward high and low' 
expectation students serves a control function were tested. As 
predicted, initial performance etpectations wece found related to 
later perceptions of control over performance, even when th4 initial 
relationship between expectations and control was removed, while 
initial control was not found related to later expecta'tiohs. On a 
practical level, the effects of teacher participation in an 
expectation experiment were assessed. "Unalterable" teachers, whose 
expectations were found most predica table from the sex and I.Q. of 
their students, reported not being affected by experiment ^ 
participation while "alterable" teachers did. students of "alterable" 
teachers showed greater relative reading gains ovep the school year 
than students of "unalterable" teachers. Means indicate that /' 
"alterable" lows plosed the gap between themselves and "alterable" 
highs, and that by the end of the school year "unalterable" lows 
tended to have lesser ef f ort-outcom,e covariation beliefs than 
"unalterable" h4ghs, wfrile students in "alterable" highs showed a 
relative gain in effort-outcome covariation belief when compared to 
"unalterable" lows. (Author) . ^ 
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Intervjening in -Expectation Communication: The "Alterability"- 

of ' Teacher Expectations , 



Th€f possible implications of teacher performance expecta-? 
^tions for student academic achievement haVe stimulated much 
research and.\ debate . ^ - In reviewing both experimental\ and 
naturalist ic.-.lstudies of expectation effects, Brophy ahd Good 
( 1972^,) state there is evidence that, at a minimum, p error mane e . 
' exi>ectations act to sustain student achievement at a constant 
" l^vel." This sljfetaining function 'is realized at the schobl level 



/"through the usi of tracking systems and at the classroom a.ev6l 
through' tekcherls' differential behavior toward students as\ a 
consequence 'of Expectations, The impact of expectations inVthe , 
classroom, the 4uthoi:s st^te , is dependent on how appropriate ~ 



\ 



the expectations! ^e ( i. e . , how closely the expectation mirt*ors 
the studenlf's actual ability) and how much of a. role expectations 



play in the teachier's behavioral strategy (eithea: conscious o] 
unconscious) for classroom management, 

Rosenthal (197^) has cata%ogued a variety of teacher' 
behaviors which hsive been fpund to vary dependent upon 
differential expectations. Studies concenred wLtH classroom 
behavior, however, lhave been essentially descriptive in nature? 
the process of inducting general principles from behavioral data 
is "still in its infWcy, 

Cooper and -Baron (J977) have attempted to systematize the 
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kndin^^^r^ expecta-: 

^ • . 

1/ seJrve;\ / iV ds proposed «1ihat.,t^^ . v ' /j- 

Vmqne' ci^iticar qinvironmertl; wh*ich ^^R ^conclucJes 

s<3mB 'fe^ creiateKfor low e3t$>fic'^atio^^ may. serve. ^ : : 

: to ' increase the teacner s * control over* intVractions with ' theiEfe ,^ 
"^^tuit By being criticaLl o.f ! low expectationJ:';Studehts, Z.^^- 

•V teaGf|iers may be inhib^tin^ these students* initiation' of inter^\.":.^'^ 
actiqns, Teachers, it is argued, .p^erce^ve ;inter9.C^^ ' V, 

with iLow expectation students as more time and - energy .consum'in^^ :i * 
ah<3 -mq^^ unsuccessful than interactiofts with' o.t'her 

studenlts". Further, when the interaction is initiated >by the - 
low expectation student, each of . these negative aspects , is 
accentuated'. * The teacher has not controlled when the/ inters|.c;tion 
Wiir occur and, may not be ready for the expenditure /of 'time \ 
and effirt involved. Also, the teacher^as not determined what " • 
the. corVtlenJt^^of^J;he interaction will be and ^therefore has lesSr 
control bver the likelihood that? th*^interactions will end in 
success. :i « ' 

The 'bse of an ynsupportive and more critical environment, 
it is 'further proposed , has the effect of mitigating the. 
contingency perceived by the low .expectation student between 
his or her effort on a particular task and the type of response 
they receive. Relatiye to their high expectation counterpart, 
low expectation ^uderit? are less^xkely to be praised for 
good work and more likely t9 criticized for poor work. 
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regardless of the amount of effort the student has put into 

ithe performance,- ifhis lesser contingency between effort and i ^ 

I ■ , ' ■ . . ■ , ... 

•the response of the' teacher may reduce the low expectation • 
student's d^iasire t<f> try hard in the future. He or she may view 
their effort as less able to control their rewards. Thus, the 
ieacher's. initial expectation may serve to sustain some students* 
performance at a low level, , . _ 

\ Cooper ( 197t7) has presented support for this formulation 
by empirically demonstrating 1) that a teacher's expectations 
for and perception of control over performance are correlate(3i 
lower expectations for performance are associated with less 
perceived contro.l over performance, 2) that the removal of 
criticism from teacher-student interactions increases the 
relative frequency of student initiated interactions by those 
students previously found most criticized'^ and, 3) that the 
amount of .criticism the student receives after initiating an 
interaction is negatively related to the. amount qf covariation 
the student perceives between his ojcrA-J^ier e performance ^ 

outcomes. The' present: study is>a--.^^^^ up to the Cooper (1977) 
investigation. It e'Xaiftiries gome further theoretical aspects 
of the "personal control" formulation and some of its practical 
implicatioris,, " \ ' 

'/\ 0n.-4 thepretical level, the Cooper (1977) study was able 



to sJ^ow'the correrajbion between expectations/and sense of 

cqTjtrpl,;/but because of tha naturalistic nature of the study, 

/,' .'• ' ' . 

:/ ' 

,was unable to provide evidence concerning the causal direction 
of this relationship. The "personal control" formulation predicts 
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that eitpectat ions influence -percept ions of conti^ol. From the - 
earlier investigation, it is. possible to infer that teachers' 
beliefs concerning control over student performance lead to- 
performance expectations, i.e. teachers may reason that if it - 
is difficult to control when success will otcur then dxpectations- 
should" be lov;er. While still employing naturalistic mjthods, - 
the present study addresses this directionality question through " 
the use of time lagged data and multiple regression analyses. 
Performance expectation and senge of control measures completed 
by teachers at the beginning and end of a school ye^r serve as 
data. - Consistent with the "personal control" formulation, it was 
predicted that initial expectation "levels would show a stronger 
ttsso'ciat ion with later perceptions of control than! the association 
found between initial sense of control and later expectations. 
The culmination of the study of expectations and student 
performance, necessarily lies in the ' practical application of 

■ , ■ ■ < 

the understanding research pursuits bring to us. As a step in 
this direction, data are also presented which evaluate the effects 
part%.cipation in an investigation concerning teacher expectations - 
and behavior has on two student product measures. Over the course - 
of the school year, teachers participating in the Cooper (1977) 
study were a) made aware of behavioral research . involving 
performance expec-^tions } b) given individual feedback concerning 
behavior patterns^nr^rhe ir "Class "5 rr^^ 



control" proposition; and d) were -Ked, for a period of time, 
to alter their behavior toward highly criticized students. 
Before the investigation began, measures" were taken of the ' 
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reading level and effort-outcome covariation belief of StudeTits 
in the participating classrooms. These measures were readministered 
at the end of the school year, making an assessment of experiment 
participation possible. - ^ 

In order to form groups .for comparison, it- was hypothesized 
that those teachers whose inr^al expectations were most closely , 
tied to unalterable characteristics' of their, students (i.e., 
sex a'nd l.Q. ) wcj^ld be least likely to' be influenced by exper- 
iment participation. These teachers, labelled "unalterable", 
were viewed as being less likejy to believe that, environmental 

or interpersonal alterations in'classroora activities would be 

- . . ^ ■ ■ ' " ^ _ . ■ *" *t 

able to bring -about performance* changes in students. The "unalt- 

' 'i' ' ' '' 

erable" teachers would - also be less likely t9 respond to. "student 

performance on a da^r^tro-day basis" since their expectations were 
based on stable characteristicg i of the students. Participation 
in the experiment, therefore, v/as expected to produce greater 
beneficial effects for low expedtation students in "alterable" 
teachers' classes than in' "unalterable"- teachers' classes. 
• Specifically, low e:!qDec tat ion students in "unalterable"' teachers' 
classes were expected to show lesser/ relative gains, or greater 
relative losses, in eff ort-putcome covariation beliefs when . , 
compared to their high expectation c6\interpa:rts than low expect- 
ation students in "alterable" teachers claeses.V/hiie reading level^ 
represents a more distal measure of success for an expectation 
intervention procedure, a similar pi^ediction was made for the 

reading^ progress of low expectation students, 

. • • • • ^ " ' 

# ■ . ' 
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-•In sum, the present investigation examines data concerning 
the causal direction of the relationship between a teacher's 
expectations for and sense of control over student performance. 
Further, the effects of participation in an expectation experiment 
in joint interaction with a teacher individual difference measure, 
are examined for student self perception and achievement n^easures* 

. l^ethod ^ 

Teacher/Classroom Selection , Six female teachers, at a rural 
middle class school serving Ic^indergarten through second grade 
agreed to take part in the study. Some of the participating 
classrooms were "family grouped'' ( i.e. , contained students at 
more than one grade level) and kindergarten students in these 
classes were excluded from the investigation. Thus, .the number 
of students in each class used in the analyses r§.nged from ylO 
to 25, although all classrooms contained 2^ or 25 students, A 
total of IQiJ- -Students were used in the analyses. 

Sex and I.Q. of Students . The student s^itiple contained 
51 females and 53 males. Scores on* the Metropolitan Achievement 
Test, assessed for each student three months before the stiuJy 
began, provided the I.Q. data.^I^. scores were exceptionally 
high (iVI=ll6. 95) with a slightly depiresse'^ standard deviation 
(:sd=Jtl. 8?) , though the range of scores was acceptably wide 
(86-1^^). ■ 

Teachers^ Perceptions of Control and Expectations for 
Student Performance . The initial measure of teachers* perceptions 
of control over student performance were assessed in early 
Octobert an;J expectations for student performance were assessed 
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approximately six. weeks later. In the case of perceptions of 
control,,, teachers were asked to. rank order students in their 
class according to how much control they felt over th^ student's' 
academic performance, or more specifically, "how much influence 
(they had) over the student's performance outcomes./' For expecta- 

.tions, teachers were asked to rank order students in terms of 
"how likely the student is, when given an academic task, to . 
succeed at it." Higher control and higher expectation students, 
were assigned ranks vyith larger numbers. Since different teaeliers 
ranked differing numbers, of students, rankings were standara.ized 
within classrooms using Z-score transformations. Thus, all class- 
rooms had a mean control and expectation ranking of zero and a 

' standard deviation of 1. ' 

T)ne final measures 'of control and expectations were 'feidmin- 
rstered in June of the same school year. Questionnaires were 
worded identically to the initial measures, and the same stand- 
ardization procedures were used. c 

Reading?; Measure . Assessments of student reading levels 
v/ere made in June of the school year before the experiifient' 
began 'and again in June at the conclusion of the experiment. 
These assessments were not made on the ba«d:s of test scores but . 
rather on the student's completed progress through a reading 
series. While different teachers used different reading series'/ 
all students reading levels were equated to the Ginn 36O series 
(Ginn and Co.,19?5)." The-equating of reading series was not 
instituted for the experiment but was an on-going, schoolwide 

..process undertaken by each teacher. Standardized criteria were 
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employed based on the equivalency of readers in 'terms, of conteht^ 
diff iculty. Presented residing levels indicate reader numbers - 
not grade level. Pre-experiment ^^ding levels had a mean of 
3,45 and a standard deviation of 2. 33. . Post-experiment reading 
levels had a mean of 6.79 and a standard deviation of 1.^0', * 
Effort-Outcome Covariation ^ In October and June oPlthe. . 

■ ' ^ . ■ .s^ . 

scho6l vea^, each student in the participating classrooms was 
administered a subsample of items takeh from the Intellectual 
Achievement Responsibility Scale (Crandall^et^al, , I965), The 
lAR measures the extent to which children view succee.^ snd failMre 
at achievement tasks as cays ed. by int6rnal*,pers<>nai-,reasons , or . 
by * significant others in their environment, Questi^i^^re forced 
choice format, with thfe internal answer score4:;as +1 atlri the 
external answer s?5ored as zero. Twelve questions from the lAR 
were chosen? sijc of^ the questions addressed successful out.comea 
and six unsuccessful outcoi\es . * In addition, , three or the.euccess 

and three of the failure' quest ions were Cjjns trvjcted such that. ^ 

) ■ ■ ' ' V . ' ^. ■ . ■ ... . ■ 

thp personal cause alte'rnative cited the Si;adent\s,■^ff^^^^ or 

lack of effort) as the cause^for the performance autcome* Thius, 

a student's lAR Effort score could range f^priji-zero to 6^. with 

SIX-' indicating the greatest invocation of pBrsonal'^ffort as 

the cause of academic performance. Student's ^lAR E^'.f or t scores in 

October^provided, the pre-experiment measure of effort -out come 

covariartion and^ the- June score^provided. the po'st-ifteasures, 

■ Components of the Experiment , Te^a^a^rs initially agreed to 

take part in -a study of ''teacher-student interaction.*' * ^'feachers . 

knew oijily that 'an undergraduate student from the university- 



would observe their- classrooms and that th«r would -be a&ked to 
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• ■ ,,- * ., > . ■ 

fill but some questionnaires. The first phase of the study- 
entailed the observation of classrooms through the use of the 
Teachef-Chiid Dyadic Interaction System (Brophy & Good, 1969). 

Af this time students were administered the Ii\I^questionnaire • 

■ , ■ y 

and' teachers filled out the initial expectatio^ and contro^ 
rankings. About four weeks after the observations, teachers met 
^ith the experimenter asS^^^peup. At this meeting, the experimenter 
presented. the results of the first observation. The frequency 
of the major interaction categories of the dyadic system were " 
presented to the teachers. -The sex of the student and ^the student's 
-I.Q. were used -as crossed factors to differentiate between 
frequ^n^y^f interactions. Among the interaction categorjies used 
were number of public, teacher initiated and chdld initiated 
academic interactions , number of behavioral-andf procedural 
interactions ^ and the percentage of praise and criticism use per 
correct and incorrect /academic response. Teachers jwere also 
shown the negative^ relationship, reported in Cooper (1976), 
between the frequency of criticism use following a student initiated 
interaction and the student's belief in effort-outcome covariation. 

Previous experimental* outcomes involving performanca expectations 

<* • ■ ■ ■ , •■ ■ . ^ / • " . , 

were also reviewed • - ^ 

Teachers were then asked. to participate in a second phase 

of the investigation. This, entailed re-fraining fj^om criticizing some 

students' in their classes after the student had sought an 

interaction. These students were four of the most 'frequently 

(Criticized students -as revealed by the dyadic interaction observa- 

tion. The ^"personal control" rhypothesis was fully explained to 
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the teachers,, including the proposed function of critic isra us.e 
and the possible effects of criticism contingencies on student ^ . 
motivation. All six teachers agreed to pa^Jticipate in this phase 

and also to have their classes reolpserved. Follovy.ng the group 

• ... • • 

meetihg, teachers were individually given the data\f or their 

class and any questions concerning the "personal control".> hypothesis 

or the second phase of the experiment were answered. ' ^ 

A month later, classrooms were observed for a second time 
and anotTOc^vgp^tlp meeting of teachers was^ held. At 'this meeting^ 
the effects of criticism removal on classroom interactions were 
presented^ (see Cooper, 197 ^? ) . This was followed by a discussion 
of criticism use and other types of feedback. The conclusion of 
this discussion was that teachers should attempt to determine 
the reason for a cr:^j/^al response to student Utork before the 
criticism is administered and if the teacher decides that 
criticism is warranted thai|_^e child should be informed about 
the specific reason for it. While this conclusion was emphasized 
•in the disc^tssion, it was also en^hasized that the teacher's 
decision of whether or not to follow this^ advice should * be based 
on their own experienc^^^ and intuition. This meeting was held at 
the beginning of DecembeVrrl^No further ' contact was made with the 
teachers until May,^ when arrangements for the assessment of the 
final lAR Effort and exp^ectktion and control rankings were made. 

Determination of "Alterable^' and "Unalterable" Teachers . In 
order to, form comparison groups^ based on the "alterability" of 

teacher expectations, each teacher's initial performance expecta- 

' • ' » 

tion rankings were used as dependent variables 'in a multiple^*^. 
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regression analysis with -sex and-I.Q. 'of the student used as 
predictors. Those teachers whose expectation rankings were most, 
predictable frojn these characteristics of students, were designated 
the "unalteratie" group. The. squared .multiple regression results 
' for the three teachers in t^ '"unalterable" group) were .75^.56 
and A6, The teachers whose'^'expectation rankings, were least 
prfedictable from the gex and I.Q. of the students were designated 
the "alterable" group and had s;ciuared multiple regression results 

- of .35, . 20 and .03,. . " 

Units of "An alysis^ For the purpose of relating expectatioVis 
and perceptions of control, the individual student standardized 
rankings were used as "the unit of analysis.' For relating teacher 
■ alterabilitv differences to student progress it was determined 
"that classrooms ( teachers ) 'was the appropriate unit to employ. 
Within each classroom, ' students were divided at the median accord- 

ing to the teacher's initial' expectation level and were .designated 
as high and low expectation groups.' The mJkn reading level and 
mean lAR Effort scores^ were computed for each teacher's two level, 

of expectation groups. These means were then used as the- u A it of 

- analysis/' with expectation level and pre- and post-experiment 
assessments viewed as four separate assessments f or^ each teacher. 

" ' Results " ■ ' 

Relationship Between Expectations and Control 

The matrix of intercorrelVtions involving' the sex and 1,^., 
of the students and the. teacKer^' initial and final rankings of * 
expecta-tion and control are /presented in Table* 1, As Table 1 
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* • J'lace Table 1 about here 

indicates thgfe. is a 'gregit deal of stability over time in teachers* 
performance expectations (r=. 79f df=103,p<. 01) and in teachers' 
perceptions of contr9l over performance (r=. 59f df=103,p<.01) . 
Also, when performance expectations and sense of control were 
measured either six weeks apart or concurrently these two percep- 
tual measures were highly correlated (initial r=,53,df=103,p<.oi} 
final r=:.6?,df=102,p^.0lK , 

In order to gain a clearer understanding of the relationsh^ips 
between these rankings, separate multiple regression analyses 
were conducted on the final expectation and control rankings. These 
regressions used the student's sex and I.Q. and the teacher's two 
initial rankings as predictors. Results of these analyses are 
presented in Table 2. • 

Place Table 2 about here 



Initial expectations were found to be the only significant 
predictors of the teachers' final expectations (standardized 
Beta-weight=.71rt(l,99)=9.59,P<.00lJ. The factors of sex of the ' 
student (B=. 2^, t( 1, 99)=3. 11, p<. 01) , initial sense of control 
(B=.29,t( 1,99)=3.3^,P<. 01) and initial expectations (B=. 36, t( i. 99)= 
^, I7,p^. 001) all proved to be significant and independent predictors 
of final sense of control. Thus, while initial sense of control 
does not uniquely explain variability in final e'Xpfictations, beyond 
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the variability explained- by initial expectat ibns , initial 
expectations contribute to the explanation of final sense of 
control beyond the variability unique to initial control rankings 
and common to both. Put more simply, there is no evidence in 
the data that initial sense of control had an effect on later 
•expectations while there is evidence that initial expectations 
influenced later rankings of- control. 
Student Achievement and Self Perception Ivleasures - 

Check on the Manipulation , At the conclusion of the school 
"yea" r, t eachers were aa ked whether or not participation ^ in the 
experiment "affected your behavior ' towards any of the situdents 
in your .class?" This manipulation check fully substantiated the 
use of the "alterable-unalterable" distinction* the three .teacher 
in the "unalterable" group said the experiment had not affected 
their behavior while the three teachers in the- "alterable" 

group said the Experiment had affectetJ their behavior. 

Reading Level . Three separate analyses were conducted on, 
the students' reading levels. Repeated measures analysis of 
variance were employed with "alterable vs. unalterable" teachers 
as a betwee"n teachers factor and high vs. low expectations as a 
within teachers factor. Pre-experiment and post-experiment 
reading levels were analyzed separately. Also, post-experiment 

2^- .... • 

reading levels were regressed on pre-experimeht reading levels 
and the residuals from regression were analyzed. This final 
analysis allow* assessment of changes in a student's readihg 
level relative to other students in the sample, independent of 
initial reading level of students. Table 3 presents the means^ ^ 
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Place Table 3 about here. 

• and standajrd deviations associated with the two experimental 
factors for each of "the three measures. 

The analysis of the pre-experiment reai3ing scores found no 
significarit effects, though th'ere was a trend indicating that 
high expectation students had higher reading levels than low - 
expectation students before the experiment began (M high=^,^5 

' H ■ ... 

- — va M low-2.'62iF( lj l 0 =^> 29, P<. l,eta=.77) . The post-experiment 
analysis revealed a significant difference between high and low 
expectation student reading levels, in a direction similar to 
•the pre-experiment trend (M high=7.44 vs M low=5, 86 jF( 1,4)=26; 75. 
p<. 01.^eta=. 96) . Upon inspecting the pre- and post-experiment 
means, it is noticeable that/the difference between high and low 
expectation student means varies little for the two assessments 
(pre-difference=l/83 vs post-dif f erence=l. 58) . The cause for 
the difference '-in statistical reliability' for the two assessments 
is attributable to a large decrease in within-teacher error 
variability from the beginning to the end of the school year 
<pre-within error MS=2. 3^ vs. post-within error MS=0.28). " • 

The analysis of residuals frbm regression found a trend for 
the main effect of ."alterable vs unalterable" teachers. Students 
of teachers whose expectation rankings were least predictable 
from the students' sex and I.Q. and who had said the experiment 
altered their behavior tendfed to show gains in reading level , - 
relative to students of "unalterable" teachers (M alt€rable= +.>9 

o ■ 
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vs M^nalterable=;-..^f9•{F(l,i^)i=5.38, p <. 08Veta=. 81) . Nt other 
source of variance- approached significance, 

lAR Effort / Three analyses* of variance were also conducted 
on the pre -experiment and post-experiment lAR Effort scores and 
on their residuals frqrr) regression. The experimental factors 
means associated with these analyses are presented in Table ^, 

Place Table h about here . 



" ^he analysis of p r ^-e xpeT4:m;e'nt UU? -E-f f ort scores found no 



significant differences between the four groups. The post- 
experiment measures also produced no significant differences. 
However, inspection of the means underlying the expectation 
level by "alterable-unalterable" interaction reveals substantially 
greater/ variation in "unalterable" scores than "alterable" scores^ 
The sum^of squares for a comparison between the "unalterable" 
teachers' low and high expectation groups accounted for 'over 99^ 
of the cumulative variability explained by the < expectation group 
main effect and the two-%way interaction. Evaluation of this 
quantity over a pooled error term produced an F-ratio which 
approached significance (F( 1, 8)=^.^56, p<.08). Thus, it can be 
stated that after the experiment was concluded there was a 
tendency for low expectation students to have lower lAR Effort 
scores than .high expectation students in "unalterable" teachBrs.*'. . 
classes while in "alterable" teachers* classes the two ^grbupb/ 
did not differ. - . ^ ■ ^ ^ 

The analysis of residuals from prediction pr6duc^ed"resi^t^ 
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sipillar to the post/e^perim^ht lAR Effort scores. While no 

7^ Were ^-e/veale'd, inspection of the underlying • 
greater variation in student scores in - 
ihers' condition. TH^e contrast between 

high -and low expectation groups accounted 
umul^ive yariability for the expectation main 

teractiojci. . Evaluating this quantity over - • 
produced a significant F-ratio iF(l, 8)= 
be concluded, ther^tore^ that high * 
f "unalterable" teachers showed gains over 

threir low expectatipn. counterparts , while 

■ . '\ 

" teachers showed no duch differential pattern, 

/ '// • ' ■ ' ' ■ ■ 

.This conclusion, based on regression residuals, is supported by 

> ■ ■' ' ■ 

the actual magni-^ude of change for the four groups from the 

pre- to post-experiment assessments, , High expectation students 

■ ■ ' ' ' ■ . 

?^of ."alterable" teachers showed an I^R Effort gain of 0.15 and lows 

sl>owed a gain" of 0. 0?, while highs of "unalterable" teachers 

showed a gain of 0.35 agid lows showed a loss of 0.08. 

- / Discu9»sion. 

Relationship Between Expgctations and Control 
/ - •. * 

The regression analyses support the hypotheses , derived 

from the "personal control" proposition, that performance expecta- 
tions 1) are positively correlated with the teacher's sense of 
control. ov6r performance, both at the beginning and end of the 
school year, and 2) may be a cauisal influence on sense of control* 
in that initial expectations contribute uniquely to later sense 
of control while the reverse is not true, 
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Student Achievement and Self Perception .Measures 

The analyses of student outcome measures- are informative 
both for the hypotheses under consideration and for f uture - efforts 
in the application of performance expectation research. 

The congruence between the determination of teachers as 
"alterable" and unalterable" through the use of statistical 
procedures and through the self report measure is an important' , 
finding of, this study. The variability in expectation rankings 
explained by the s^x and I.Q. of 'the student proved to be a 
strong predictor of whether or not the teachers reported being 
influenced by participation in the study. This result, coupled 
with the- influence of this blocking variable for explaining student 
outcom'e' differences, points to the possible identification of. 
classrooms whose teachers may iDe influenced by and open to 
expectation interventions and, perhaps most significantly, to 
an objective procedure for increasing teachers' awareness about 
the roots of .their personal perceptions and the consequences 
these perceptions may have for students. 

The "alterable-unalterable*' distinct.ion was found to be 
only marginally related to reading progress, though the relationship 
"was in the hypothesized direction, "Alterable"- teachers students 
tended to show greater reading gains relative to "unalterable" 
teachers students, Althpugh the expectation level by "alterable- • 
unalterable" interaction was nonsignificant, it is of interest 
to note that for "alterable" teachers the increase over prediction 
in reading scores was nearly equal for high and low expectation 
students while for "unalterable" teachers the decrease under 
prediction was greater fqj? lov/ expectation students than for high 



expectation students. Low expectatipn students in "alterable" 
teachers* classes showed a reading level increase of 4.01 and highs 
and increase of 3.46. In "unalterable" teachers classes, lows 
showed an increase of 2, 4? while highs showed an increase o-f • 
2.52. Though the. revealed differences -are sta.t is tically unreliable 
it seems that low expectation students in "alterable" classrooms 
may have"closed. the gap" between themselves and high expectation 
students while low's in "unalterable" classrooms did not.. 

. In regard in effort-outcome' covariation^, it was /found that 
at the conclusion of the school year. there was. a trendvfor low 
expectation students to have lower lAR Effort scores than high 
expectation students in "unalterable". classrooms while students, 
in "alterable" classrooms did not differ. This effect was mirrored 
by the change in relative scores over the year; high expectation 
students showed gains relative to lows in "unalterable" classes 
while students diH not differ in "alterable" classes. In this 
'case., the measures reveal a widening of the difference in effort- 
outcome covariation belief between the two expectation groups 
in "unalterable" teachers' classes, 

' - A final interesting finding of this study was revealed by. 
the analyses of reading progress. While the difference in mean 
reading level between high, and low expectation students bearly 
Changed from the pre- tp post-experiment assessments, the .stat- 
istical reliability, of this difference did change. This finding, 
is attributable to a large decrease in within-tea'j^jher error 
variability fr'om the beginning to the end of the school year,!. 
A possible explanation for this -decrease may lie in the fact that 
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pre-experiment reading - levels were based on the students* 

reading progress coming; into the teachers* classes^ Post-exper- 

iment- reading levels were based on performance after a year in 

." . -» • ■ /■ ^ ' ' 

the teachers • classes. It seems reasonable to propose that 

student reading levels within a class would beconii&^ mt)re consist- 

^ ent with teachers' expectations the longer teachers are an in- 

vVfluence on students. In essence, the use of teachers as a tff^otor ^ 

'in the pre-expe^riment analysis is artificial, since at the time^.:. 

of the assessment (the June before entering classes ) teachers 

could ^t have influ enced the students' reading scores. 

Unlike the reading level results^ therewasmuch similarity 

in the error ^terms for the pre- and post-experiment lAR "Effort 

asse'ssm.ents . The reader will remember that the initial lAR Eff ort 

assessments were taken in October, a month after the school 

session had begun. It may be that , in. contrast to the initial 

reading levels, the students* effort-outcome covariation beliefs 

K 

and the teachers' performance expectations had already begun an 
influence process. . . 

Two methodological problems must be noted in drawing 
conclusions from the^ present study." The first problem is that 
of separating the effects of the teacher individual difference 
measure and the effects of participating in the experiment. From 
the present design, it is impossible to tell whether experiment 
participation, teacher differences or, an interaction of the two 
caused the observed .results , Follow up studies should employ 
both a present versus absent manipulation for the experimental 
intervention and a division of teachers within these conditions 
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into "alterable" and "unalterable" groups^ Whiler the. present 

study clearly lacks the inferential power of the above design, 

it does lend some legitimacy to a teacher individual difference 

« 

measure in the field of expectation communicatron. Explanatory 
concepts for why some .teachers are and some are n&t susceptible 
to expectation effects are lacking and, when present, have Tarely 
been put to experimental test (see Brophy and Good , 197^) . Given 
the constraints on inference due to the nature of the experiment, 
'therefore, it seems fairest to Conclude that a most s^ignif leant 
ftnding of the present study is the introduction and pre>liminary 



jesting of the "alterable-unalterable" distinction between 
teachers . ^ . ^* 

A second problem to be pointed out is that the small size 
of the 'sample calls into question the reliability of the mean 
square estimations. This is a problem many education studies 
face when it determined that the classroom 'is the^ppropriate ' 
unit of analysis. This limitation should be interpreted in 
relation to another aspect of the results, however. The fact 
that mahy comparisons do. reach or approach significance ' indicates 
ext;remely large effect sizes underlying the significance levels 
(etas- range from .77 to ,96), If, in fact, the effect sizes 
.found in a larger sample are only half those ^ found here, they 
would still be considered moderate in strength. In sum, then, 
while estimates of variance are based on a small sample there 
is reason to aci^p^the reliability of the observed P-ratios. 
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Summary 

Regression analyses of time lagged data supported the 
hypothesis , der ivied from the"personal control" proposition, 
•that expectations concerning performance lead to sense of '^control 
over performance. Student progress measures revealed, as predicted, 
that differential consequences of performar^ce expectations were 
associated with the degree of [prediction of expectations possible 
from student sex and I.Q, and whether or not the teacher reported 
"being influence \^ participation in an expectation experiment. 
The implications of the distihctio^i between teachers as "alterable" 
and "unalterable" may lead: to important discoveries into ttie 
who's, how^s and why's of '^^pectation communication. 
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Footnotes 



^ It should ^b^noted at this point that ajtl p-levels presented 
in- association with F-ratios are equivalent to two-tailed tests 
Due.; to the fact that most of the differences 'that emerged wei^e 
predicted.ef f ects falling short of traditional significance 
levels have been reported. The reader should therefore bear . in 
miiid that reported p-level'^^j^pp^' coj|iservative estimates. 




' ■' "Table 1 ■ 

', .Intercorrelation Matrix for Initial and Final Expectation and Control Rankings 

' ■ ■ ■ . li 

and the Sex and I. Q. of Students ^ 



Student. 
Sex 



Student 
• Sex 

Student 

Initial 
Expectation 

.Final' ■ 
Expectation 

Initial ■ , 
Control , . 

Final ' 
Control 



Student 
• I.Q. 

-.05 



Initial ' .Final 
Expectation. . Expectation 



.28: 



.37 



.22 



.39 



.79 



Initial 
Control 

.37 

. .32 . 
.53 ■ 



M 



Final 
Control 



.32 

. . '61 
; .63 
.59 



Note. Females are coded 1 and males are coded 0,.A11 correlations are significant 
beyond p<, 01' except those between, student, sex aHd final expectation (p<,'05) 
and between student sex and student I.Q, "('ri.-s,). ' 



Table '2 



Multiple Regression Results for Final Expectation and Control Rankings 



Student 
Sex 

S'tudent 

Initial . ' 
Expectation 

Initial 
Control <■ 



Multiple, R 



2 



Final Expectations • | 

Standardized ' Unique. . Associated 
B-weight ' Variance t*test 



0.00 



i 10 



.00' 



,01 



I0.23 



■9,59 



0.71 

0.08- " ; . .00 1,03 

.633, F.(^,99)4'3.m** 



Finar Control' 

Standardized Unique Associated' 
B-weight Variance' t-test 



0;2^ 



0.08 

c 

0.36 



.05 



.01 



.08 



3.11** 



1.11 



4.17*** 



1 



0,29 .05 
.518, P(if,99)?26'.83*** 



3.3^' 



Note, Double Asterisk denotes pCOl, triple asterisk ;(3enote8 pX.OOl. 
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Table 3 * .. J . 

Pre- and Post-Experiment and Residual Prom Regression Meaps 

* for Student Read in^Levels . " 



Low 
Expectation 



'Unalterable" 
"Teachers 



High 
Expectation 



Pre- Post- 
Experiment Experiment Residuals 



3.11 
(1.67) 



(1.85) 



5.58 

(1.72) 



\ 



7.38 
(2.02) 



-,76 
(0.6^) 



-.21 

(0.77) 



Low 
Expectation 



•Alterable" 

Teachers 



High 
Expectation 



2. 12 
(1.07) 



4.03 
(2.34) 



6. 13 
('0.28) 



7.-49 

(1.34) 



+ .48 
(0.50) 



+ .49 
(0.35) 



•Note. Post- experiment high and low expectation group means differ 
signif ioantly (p<,01).' Three teachers are represented by each, mean. 
Standard deviations are in parentheses. ' 
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■f ■ . Table' ^ " ' . . 

\ Pre- and Post-Experiment and Residuals From Regression Means 

For Student lAR Effort Scores . 



. Low 



Pre- , Post- 
Experiment Experiment Residuals 

2.57 2.4.9 -.38 



Expectation ^'^^ ^ ^-^^^ ^ 

"Unalterable" 
Teachers 

High 2 7?, 3 07 + 21 

Expectation (.6^)' U^8) . (.>8) 

Expectation \%^r^] t.'&V ClS) 

"Alterable" 
Teachers 

, ExpeJfation (^-j^V) -. (^fa] (.3% 



Note, Residuals for high and low expectation groups of "unalterable" 
teachers differ significantly (p^. 05). Three teachers are represented 
by eacb mean. .Standard deviations are in parentheses. 



